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CountyStat Principles

 Require Data Driven Performance 

 Promote Strategic Governance 

 Increase Government Transparency 

 Foster a Culture of Accountability
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Agenda

 Introduction

 Results for each survey question

 Department analysis

– County Attorney

– Finance

– General Services

– Human Resources

– Management and Budget

– Public Information

– Technology Services

 Wrap up
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Meeting Goal

 Understand trends in satisfaction among internal customers 

and identify opportunities to improve customer satisfaction.
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Introduction: Survey Methodology

 The Executive Office identified twelve internal service areas that 
focus exclusively or to a large degree on serving County government 
customers.

 A survey was developed consisting of twelve questions designed to 
provide ratings of three overarching categories: overall satisfaction, 
Department personnel, and Department processes

 The Internal Customer Satisfaction Survey was delivered to 350 
members of the County management team.

– 205 surveys were returned resulting in a response rate of 59%

– This is a decline from previous years where the response rate was 61%

 A four-point scale was used and an optional “not applicable” was 
included for those who did not have enough experience with a 
department or issue to answer the question.

 Respondents were also given an opportunity to expand upon their 
ratings for all twelve departments and programs in an open response 
section provided at the end of the survey. 
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Internal Survey Questions

1. Quality of Service: Rate your satisfaction with the overall quality of service 
received by the following Departments.

2. Level of Effort: Rate the level of effort your Department must invest to 
successfully utilize the Department's service(s).

3. Success Rate: Rate how often the following Departments successfully meet 
the needs and requirements of your Department.

4. Communication: Rate how often Department staff were able to explain and 
answer questions to your satisfaction.

5. Professional Knowledge: Rate how often you were satisfied with the 
professional knowledge exhibited by the Department staff.

6. Availability: Rate how often your first attempt to reach Department staff was 
successful. 

7. Responsiveness: Rate how often you were satisfied with the responsiveness 
of the Department staff.

8. Initiative: Rate how often you were satisfied with the amount of initiative taken 
by Department staff in addressing your needs and requirements.

9. Process: Rate your overall satisfaction with the process(es) the Department 
uses to address your needs or requirements. 

10. Guidance & Assistance: Rate your satisfaction with the guidance and 
assistance provided for the process(es).

11. Timeliness: Rate your satisfaction with the timeliness of the process(es) to 
satisfy your needs and requirements. 

12. Information: Rate your satisfaction with the amount of information provided to 
you about the status of your request.

13. Innovation: Rate your satisfaction with the Department’s ability to innovate in 
order to satisfy your needs.

Overall 

ratings

Personnel 

ratings

Process 

ratings
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Summary of Findings

 Ratings this year were lower than last year for all questions 

other than Initiative, which was the same

– Departments that had any statistically significant declines were the 

Department of Finance, Department of General Services (DGS) –

Building Services, Office of Human Resources, Public Information 

Office, and the Department of Technology Services

– The County Attorney’s Office, Department of Finance, and DGS-

Building Services had statistically significant changes in their overall 

ratings from last year

The response rate to this year’s survey was 59%.

(205 surveys were completed)



CountyStat
82010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey

12/21/2010

Comparison of Results by Question by Service Area

Statistically Significant Changes: 2009-2010

CAT FIN

DGS

OHR OMB PIO DTS
Q

AvgBldg
Cap 

Dev
Fleet Leas PMA PRO

Overall Avg 3.316 2.904 2.680 2.909 3.009 2.902 3.248 2.359 2.614 2.968 3.156 3.038 2.925

1:Quality 3.531 3.018 2.697 2.989 3.112 3.010 3.345 2.463 2.784 3.066 3.159 3.095 3.022

2:Effort 3.100 2.755 2.680 2.924 3.172 3.010 3.421 2.062 2.368 2.777 3.179 2.915 2.864

3:Success 3.330 2.897 2.610 2.852 3.024 2.899 3.313 2.448 2.650 2.861 3.082 2.969 2.911

4:Comm 3.355 2.929 2.736 2.915 2.957 2.876 3.262 2.465 2.654 2.964 3.210 2.983 2.942

5:Pro Know 3.497 3.006 2.814 2.963 3.035 2.978 3.278 2.510 2.661 3.035 3.224 3.093 3.008

6:Available 3.088 2.787 2.592 2.852 2.926 2.774 3.128 2.423 2.574 2.969 3.000 3.117 2.853

7:Respons 3.309 2.936 2.669 2.886 2.972 2.840 3.230 2.384 2.613 3.035 3.175 3.077 2.927

8:Initiative 3.163 2.784 2.491 2.833 2.862 2.761 3.161 2.257 2.516 2.894 3.073 2.908 2.809

9:Process 3.411 2.930 2.757 2.880 3.039 2.879 3.277 2.356 2.648 2.975 3.170 3.018 2.945

10:Guidance 3.438 2.947 2.718 2.987 3.020 3.011 3.285 2.397 2.689 3.038 3.211 3.129 2.989

11:Timely 3.350 2.944 2.714 2.921 3.090 2.889 3.229 2.230 2.653 3.000 3.204 3.059 2.940

12:Info 3.392 2.966 2.769 2.947 3.010 2.955 3.195 2.407 2.682 3.057 3.228 3.111 2.977

13:Innovate 3.145 2.848 2.591 2.867 2.896 2.847 3.103 2.262 2.494 2.905 3.114 3.025 2.842

Improved 2009-2010 No change 2009-2010 Declined 2009-2010
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Comparison of Results by Question by Service Area

Statistically Significant Changes: 2007-2010

CAT FIN

DGS

OHR OMB PIO DTS
Q

AvgBldg
Cap 

Dev
Fleet Leas PMA PRO

Overall Avg 3.096 2.991 2.667 2.686 2.882 2.658 3.048 2.397 2.711 2.863 3.156 2.861 2.835

1:Quality 3.279 3.127 2.794 2.782 2.955 2.745 3.14 2.473 2.93 3.039 3.225 2.959 2.954

2:Effort 2.847 2.87 2.579 2.505 2.881 2.579 3.148 1.892 2.412 2.405 3.146 2.661 2.661

3:Success 3.162 3.04 2.676 2.65 2.924 2.642 3.207 2.52 2.807 2.911 3.173 2.822 2.878

4:Comm 3.248 3.067 2.721 2.71 2.93 2.642 3.168 2.488 2.803 2.924 3.219 2.813 2.894

5:Pro Know 3.398 3.187 2.81 2.89 2.942 2.724 3.139 2.646 2.859 3.066 3.253 2.942 2.988

6:Available 2.847 2.921 2.637 2.679 3 2.623 2.926 2.486 2.608 2.875 3.108 2.945 2.805

7:Respons 3.159 3.104 2.639 2.719 2.927 2.685 3.081 2.52 2.739 3.008 3.213 2.914 2.892

8:Initiative 2.686 2.458 2.213 2.325 2.347 2.273 2.54 1.988 2.295 2.434 2.778 2.568 2.409

9:Process 3.161 3.051 2.728 2.712 2.897 2.721 3.077 2.32 2.752 2.861 3.21 2.892 2.865

10:Guidance 3.204 3.025 2.764 2.773 2.902 2.774 3.1 2.5 2.811 2.975 3.187 2.938 2.913

11:Timely 3.054 3.008 2.717 2.717 2.892 2.723 3.065 2.381 2.694 2.905 3.177 2.897 2.853

12:Info 3.105 3.034 2.732 2.767 2.987 2.759 2.99 2.548 2.819 2.95 3.183 2.982 2.905

13:Innovate 2.686 2.458 2.213 2.325 2.347 2.273 2.54 1.988 2.295 2.434 2.778 2.568 2.409

Improved 2007-2010 No change 2007-2010 Declined 2007-2010
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Overall Ratings – Quality of Service

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

Quality of Service: Rate your satisfaction with the overall quality of service 

received by the following Departments.

overall average in 2007 = 2.95

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.95 3.10 3.07 3.02
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Overall Ratings – Level of Effort

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Considerable effort A fair amount of effort Some effort Little effort

Level of Effort: Rate the level of effort your Department must invest to 

successfully utilize the Department's service(s).

2.66

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.66 2.88 2.90 2.86
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1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Overall Ratings – Success Rate

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

Success Rate: Rate how often the following Departments successfully meet 

the needs and requirements of your Department.

2.88

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.88 2.97 2.95 2.91
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Personnel Ratings – Communication

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Communication: Rate how often Department staff were able to explain and 
answer questions to your satisfaction.

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

2.89

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.89 3.00 2.97 2.94
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Personnel Ratings – Professional Knowledge

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Professional Knowledge: Rate how often you were satisfied with the 
professional knowledge exhibited by the Department staff.

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

2.99

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.99 3.09 3.08 3.01
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Personnel Ratings – Availability

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Availability: Rate how often your first attempt to reach Department staff was 
successful.

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

2.8

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.80 2.87 2.91 2.85
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Personnel Ratings – Responsiveness

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Responsiveness: Rate how often you were satisfied with the responsiveness 
of the Department staff.

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

2.89

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.89 2.99 2.98 2.93
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Personnel Ratings – Initiative

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Initiative: Rate how often you were satisfied with the amount of initiative taken 
by Department staff in addressing your needs and requirements.

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

2.41

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.41 2.55 2.81 2.81
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1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Process Ratings – Process

Process: Rate your overall satisfaction with the process(es) the Department 
uses to address your needs or requirements.

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.87

Departments showing largest 

improvements from 2009 ratings

Departments showing declines 

from 2009 ratings

Overall average rating 2.87 3.01 2.98 2.94
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Process Ratings – Guidance and Assistance

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Guidance and Assistance: Rate your satisfaction with the guidance and 
assistance provided for the process(es).

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.91

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.91 3.04 3.02 2.99
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Process Ratings – Timeliness

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Timeliness: Rate your satisfaction with the timeliness of the process(es) to 
satisfy your needs and requirements.

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.85

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.85 2.99 2.98 2.94
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Process Ratings – Information

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Information: Rate your satisfaction with the amount of information provided to 
you about the status of your request.

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.9

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.90 3.00 3.00 2.98
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Quantitative Data Analysis:

Process Ratings – Innovation

1 2 3 4

Overall

County Attorney

Finance

DGS-Bldg Services

DGS-Capital Dev Needs

DGS-Fleet Services

DGS-Leased Space Needs

DGS-Print/Mail/Archives

DGS-Procurement

Human Resources

Management & Budget

Public Information

Technology Services

2007 2008 2009 2010

Innovation: Rate your satisfaction with the Department’s ability to innovate in 
order to satisfy your needs.

Rarely Some of the time Most of the time All of the time

2.41

Departments showing statistically 

significant improvements from 2009

Departments showing statistically 

significant declines from 2009

Overall average rating 2.41 2.55 2.86 2.84
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1 2 3 4

Overall rating

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: County Attorney

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

3.1

Overall average rating 3.10 3.20 3.20 3.32
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: Finance

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.99

Overall average rating 2.99 3.08 3.04 2.90
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: DGS - Building Services

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.67

Overall average rating 2.67 2.81 2.88 2.68
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

– DFM revised webpage with customer input, i.e., building status and operating 

conditions, O/M policies & procedures and Service Level Agreements.

– Examination of cause of workplace accidents and injuries and management of 

employees out on disability and on light duty helps to prevent accidents and get 

employees back to work, consequently enhancing our productivity

 Where did you have the most success?

– Managing our facilities maintenance

– DFM included customers input from Police, fire/Rescue, libraries, recreations, 

corrections and Edison Park for FY11 retreat July 2010.

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 

Departments to improve their performance?

– Managing facility maintenance, accident investigation and managing employees on 

disability leave or light duty

– Planning with customers to develop Service Level Agreements.

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

– Meeting the milestones/agreed upon terms on DFM SLA.

Discussion: DGS - Building Services

12/21/2010262010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: DGS – Capital Development Needs

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.69

Overall average rating 2.69 2.92 2.92 2.91
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

– Implemented Request for Expressions of Interest (REOI) procurements to hasten 

the acquisition process.

– Implemented small project A/E and construction contracts to better allocate the 

workload.

 Where did you have the most success?

– The REOI process has become SOP for most projects in that it enables 

procurement and permitting to happen at the same time, thereby shortening 

project durations.

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 

Departments to improve their performance?

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

– We are paying attention to the review durations during project design with the 
expectation that these can be shortened.

Discussion: DGS – Capital Development Needs

12/21/2010282010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: DGS – Fleet Services

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.88

Overall average rating 2.88 3.00 2.96 3.01
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

Parts Department – Determined the appropriate number of frequently used parts with 

emphasis on seasonal needs to reduce the time vehicles are in the shop 

Fleet size – Emphasized maintaining the optimal size fleet to provide the greatest 

benefit to the County, while minimizing the cost to the County

Scrap Equipment - Utilized GovDeals to off load scrap equipment which yielded a 

higher return than salvage, eliminated transport costs, and freed up space to better 

service vehicles

Inclement Weather Event – Supported other County Departments without regard to 

territorial boundaries or mission statements to benefit County constituents in time 

of greatest need

Vehicle Safety – Placed the safety of operators and passengers first without regard 

to the impact on measurements

– The ability to manage our own facility maintenance enhanced our ability to make 

facility repairs and consequently, our productivity

– More and varied technical training enhanced our ability to make repairs to 

customer’s vehicles

Discussion: DGS – Fleet Services

12/21/2010302010 Internal Customer 
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 Where did you have the most success?

– The most success was with the improved communication and cooperation 

between sections, however there has been success with the changes in the PM 

process as well.

– Streamlining the Parts Department – reduced cost, increased responsiveness, 

freed-up storage space for better use

– Reducing the amount of scrap equipment or obsolete commodities on hand –

freed-up storage space for better use, reduced costs involved in transporting to 

salvage yard

– Supporting other Departments during inclement weather events – despite working 

without the visibility afforded other Departments, without DFMS other Departments 

would have failed 

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 

Departments to improve their performance?

– Improved communications and cooperation will help any situation.

– Determine the optimal supply for any commodity rather than stockpiling

– Evaluate the items warehoused within the County and dispose of any that are 

scrap or obsolete, preferably at a return to the County

– Pool resources at a County rather than Department level on an on-going basis 

rather than just during an inclement weather event

Discussion: DGS – Fleet Services

12/21/2010312010 Internal Customer 
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 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

– Continue to streamline processes to; (1) identify opportunities for cost savings and 
efficiencies, and (2) allow for easier customer access to fleet services.

– Focus will be on further reducing the parts inventory and negotiating vendor 
agreements to allow for more just-in-time stocking of parts – this reduces the cost of 
inventory on hand and frees up storage space 

– Focus will be on safety and reducing work related injuries – more people working 
improves responsiveness to customer requests

– Focus will be on reducing the size of the fleet – while this is a cost reduction 
measure, fewer vehicles to maintain improves responsiveness to customer requests 

– Focus will be on redistributing vehicles to provide the greatest benefit to the County 
– the emphasis will be on reducing underutilized vehicles and enforcing County 
policy regarding take home vehicles

Discussion: DGS – Fleet Services

12/21/2010322010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: DGS – Leased Space Needs

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.66

Overall average rating 2.66 2.87 2.96 2.90
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

– We’ve purchased and are implementing the Property Manager module of 

Oracle. It will allow us to be more responsive on questions regarding leases. We 

updated Archibus database for the purpose of populating Property Manager

– We scanned and posted the majority of our leases online, making them instantly 

available to citizens, other departments and anyone else who may want to read 

them.

 Where did you have the most success?

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 

Departments to improve their performance?

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

Discussion: DGS – Leased Space Needs
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: DGS – Print / Mail / Archives

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

3.05

Overall average rating 3.05 3.14 3.20 3.25
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Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: DGS – Procurement

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.4

Overall average rating 2.40 2.45 2.42 2.36
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

– Procurement invited several contract administrators as part of a focus group with follow-up 

communications and surveys sent by Specialists to several of their administrators about topics 

and issues of concern as part of a Contract Administration Forum program development.

– Over the past year we have met regularly, monthly or quarterly, with key user departments to 

coordinate current and planned requirements, agree upon procurement strategies, and discuss 

service and support issues. Unfortunately, user department seniors managers haven’t been 

attending these meetings, making it difficult to ensure department concerns and resolution to 

service deficiencies, if any, are addressed.

– Procurement modified its website with dedicated pages based on important initiatives such as 

Regulation Changes, Direct Exemption Process, etc. to consolidate information related to each 

initiative in one area for easy retrieval.

– Procurement implemented the County Executive’s Procurement Reform Legislation, which 

resulted in increasing the thresholds for several purchasing methods, thereby streamlining the 

process time and layers of review, including CRC. We also updated all of our checklists and 

boilerplate forms to comply with the changes in Regulations and Law (as well as ERP) to assist 

departmental users.

Discussion: DGS – Procurement
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?
– Procurement developed and conducted multiple county-wide Procurement Regulations 

Training sessions as a result of the Regulation and Law changes effective April 2010; we also 

invited and coordinated participation in the sessions by Office of the County Attorney and the 

Office of Business Relations and Compliance to have experts related to the various changes 

available for departmental Q & A.

– In advance of the ERP FAQs, Procurement developed and distributed a “Purchasing Tips” 

guide to using departments to provide some guidance during the early stages of conversion. 

This was done is response to many departments expressing frustration with the new ERP 

procurement system.

– Procurement implemented an online Contract Search database intended to assist departments 

and the public in easily and quickly searching for or obtaining various contract documents.

– Procurement partnered with the Countywide Copier Contractor to develop and implement an 

online solution to order supplies, request and monitor service calls, etc.

– Procurement implemented the CAO’s spending freeze for the direct purchase threshold 

portion. This implementation was accomplished by development of an online exemption 

request solution. It provides automatic acknowledgement of requests, electronic notifications 

of additional questions/responses, as well as final decisions. It also provides an electronic 

reporting mechanism that can be viewed internally as well as shared with Finance for payment 

purposes. The average response time to the over 2,500 requests has been 4hours and two 

minutes.

Discussion: DGS – Procurement
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 Where did you have the most success?

– Although we believe we were able to achieve success in meeting customer needs 

in several areas, the online direct purchase exemption request and the online 

contract search appear to be highest in success. This provides transparency and 

auditable trail, as well as ease of use and access, as well as accountability

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 

Departments to improve their performance?

– Since so many County departments are faced with limited resources and 

increasing responsibilities, providing online forms and access to important 

information is something that generally can be done economically and 

incrementally, and result in immediate benefit to users.

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

– Complete development and implementation of a Contract Administration Forum to 
be conducted three times a year to include general information, topic specific 
training, and networking, based on feedback received from administrators. The 
first Forum will take place in early January.

– Development of a Qualification and Selection Committee (QSC) Guide

– Collaborate with other County agencies for Procurement cross-agency training to 
maximize resources.

Discussion: DGS – Procurement
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1 2 3 4

Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: Human Resources

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.71

Overall average rating 2.71 2.73 2.66 2.61
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Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: Management and Budget

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.86

Overall average rating 2.86 2.98 3.00 2.97
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CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

IT Improvements

– Developed prototype for first ERP data warehouse including reports and projection 

tools for quarterly analysis and expenditure monitoring

– Modified existing financial switchboard tool to provide faster data access

– Implemented new method for reflecting slippage for CIP SAG consideration, 

resulting in PDF data that more accurately reflected expected spending patterns 

as requested by departments

– Added requested reports for CIP Submission system users

– Fully automated CIP PDF small map files saving departments time

– Modified BASIS system to provide easy access to overtime data and to reduce 

duplicate workforce and net to gross data entry and errors

– Developed POR tracking database to facilitate improved tracking of POR review 

work

– Created an on-line submission system for non-profit organizations to apply for 

community grants.

Discussion: Office of Management and Budget

12/21/2010422010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey



CountyStat

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County 

employee customer service?

IT Improvements

– Provided early notification of budget deadlines.

– Conducted departmental training on OMB’s processes and budget-related data 

systems

– Facilitated implementation of the new WEBADI budget changes tool.  

– Communicated CE priorities and CIP project submission limits early

– Worked with DGS and DOT to develop Council-requested Estimated Schedule 

field on the PDF

– Improved staffing for BPREP Help Desk function.  

– Coordinated encumbrance liquidation and procurement exemption efforts closely 

with Procurement and Finance to maintain good communication and quick 

responses to departments

– Detailed OMB staff to departments to assist with budget preparation, 

administration, and to provide training 

– CountyStat staff detailed to OMB to enhance understanding and coordination of 

CountyStat and OMB mission and processes.

Discussion: Office of Management and Budget
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Discussion: Office of Management and Budget

 Where did you have the most success?
– The ERP data warehouse GL data tool was a welcome tool for departments who were struggling to 

get consolidated data out of the ERP

– BPREP Help Desk staff received consistently high praise for their service

– Detailing assignments resulted in better understanding and coordination between OMB and 

departments.

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 

Departments to improve their performance?
– Use training as a means to avoid problems (i.e. grants training)

– Look for automation opportunities

– Question whether existing procedures need to be maintained

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?
– ERP

• Involving users in design and testing

• Developing related procedures prior to rollout

• Training staff to address users’ questions

– Communication

• Early alert on information needs and fiscal information

– Coordination

• Continuing efforts to refine the link between performance and budgeting decisions

– Process

• Modifying the budget process to reflect a greater emphasis on results/outcomes e.g. Cluster 
meetings
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Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: Public Information

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

3.16

Overall average rating 3.16 3.23 3.23 3.16
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Discussion: Public Information Office

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County employee 

customer service?

– In addition to keeping employees and the public informed during the 

unprecedented winter blizzards, summer storms and frequent power outages 

this past year, the Office of Public Information also assisted other departments 

and agencies with public relations and web design work that they are no longer 

able to have done under contract as the result of departmental budget 

constraints.  

– As the result of integrating social media into the Office of Public Information’s 

regular communications, there has been a significant increase in contacts 

developed, which improves the office’s ability to reach large numbers of people 

directly and immediately.  

– The office initiated a series of meetings during the year with other departments 

and agencies to explain and promote the new MC311 service and seek 

feedback on how it is working so that special challenges can be addressed. 

– The Office of Public Information also initiated and promoted more County web 

pages during the year to educate employees and the public about important 

issues such as the 2010 Census, Pedestrian Safety, MC311, the Emergency 

Medical Services Transport Fee, the Employee Giving Campaign and 

seasonal flu information.
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Discussion: Public Information Office

 What changes did you implement to positively impact your County employee 

customer service?

– Public Information also significantly improved its own web pages by including 

more information about the office’s services and direct contact information for 

staff.  

– Proactive communications and active participation in business processes

– Driving to consistent highest service levels possible despite fiscal issues

– Integral participation in key projects / departmental IT initiatives

– Continued development of IT resources

 Where did you have the most success?

– The Office of Public Information has had the most success educating the 

workforce about important issues and County programs and services.  

– This includes initiating and coordinating press interactions with various 

departments and agencies to ensure maximum positive coverage of County 

programs and services using free media – which is particularly valuable in this 

era of severe budget constraints.  
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Discussion: Public Information Office

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted by other 
Departments to improve their performance?

– The Office of Public Information staff works hard to be efficient and effective 
and helpful, and that means taking raw information from other departments 
and agencies and initiating and handling media relations, graphics and cable 
television projects for them.   

– Other departments could improve their services by doing the same – using 
their own expertise to help others who do not have the same level of 
experience in such matters as RFPs and contracts, budget submissions and 
human resources procedures.

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

– The Office of Public Information will continue to promote the County 
Executive’s initiatives for building for the future, and will address the many 
fiscal challenges that face this County.   Staff will continue to work closely with 
departments and agencies to assist them in communicating well with their own 
customers about changes in programs and services
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Overall average

Q1: Quality of service

Q2: Level of effort

Q3: Success rate

Q4: Communication

Q5: Professional knowledge

Q6: Availability

Q7: Responsiveness

Q8: Initiative

Q9: Process

Q10: Guidance & Assistance

Q11: Timeliness

Q12: Information

Q13: Innovation

2007 2008 2009 2010

Quantitative Data Analysis:

Department Ratings: Technology Services

Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very satisfied

2.86

Overall average rating 2.86 3.06 3.09 3.04
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 What changes did you implement to positively impact your 
County employee customer service?

– Application Improvement Support to Aid in Business Efficiencies

• Implementation of Social Media Alternatives

• Improvements to Security Education and Tools (Incl. CBT)

– Improvements to Imaging solutions

– DTS Restructuring

• Critical Resource Re-Alignment

• Focus on Executive Mission – Business Priorities Sustainability

– Improvements to IT Project Management Support

• Scorecard Methodology Education

• Intake Process Schedule Improvements

• Detailed Expert Evaluations

• Project Tracking Dashboard

– More Frequent Updates and Communications

• Input and Direction from IPAC

Discussion: Technology Services
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Discussion: Technology Services

 Where did you have the most success?

– Workforce Re-Alignment

• Minor Changes to Service Levels

• Priority Activities Addressed in Timely Fashion

• Active Participation

– Project Management Office

• Work Intake and Evaluation

• Improved Communications on Project Submissions

• Enterprise Solution Alignments

– Policy Process and Communications

• Social Media Policy Development

• Portable Security Policy Enacted

– Infrastructure Stability

• Leveraging Virtual Environment

• Sharing Open Source Capabilities

• Minimizing Outages from Aging Equipment

12/21/2010512010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey
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Discussion: Technology Services

 Which of these best practices do you think could be adopted 

by other Departments to improve their performance?

– Active Engagement and Communications

• Expanded use of Social Media to Develop Feedback

- Public

- Internal Clients

– Project Management – Apply Consistent Methodology

– Shared Services Solutions

• Enterprise Systems Engagement

• Resource Sharing Opportunities

– Business Process Evaluation

• Investment in Technical Solutions for Efficiencies

• Jettison Low Value Processes / Systems

12/21/2010522010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey



CountyStat
532010 Internal Customer 

Satisfaction Survey

12/21/2010

Discussion: Technology Services

 Where will you focus your attention over the next year?

– Accurate understanding of Mission and Department objectives requiring core 

technology support

• Continue DTS / Departmental Communications

• Organizational IT Governance and Policy Collaboration

– Major Business Enhancements

• ERP Phase IB

• Public Safety Systems Modernization

• Health and Human Services Modernization

– IT Transformation Initiatives

• Cross Agency Recommendations

• Operational Strategic Changes (Org. Reform Commission)

• Expansion of Shared Services (PEG, Video, Fibernet, Voice)

– Operations Sustainment and Continuity

• Continued Online Training Opportunities

• Monitor Projects and Programs Effectively

- Dashboard Use and Expansion

- Thorough IT Reviews on Project Submissions

12/21/2010532010 Internal Customer 
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Wrap-up

 Confirmation of follow-up items

 Time frame for next meeting
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Appendix: Quantitative Rating Scales Explained

 The quantitative data presented on the following slides is organized 
into three distinct sections: Overall ratings, Personnel ratings, and 
Process ratings.

– Data is organized in a format that provides all department and program scores 
for each question together.

– The question being analyzed is presented in the exact form it was asked in the 
survey.

 Averages were derived by giving each of the four possible responses 
a corresponding numeric value.

– The most negative response was given a value of  1, the most positive 
response a value of 4.

– “Not applicable” responses were given a value of zero and were not included 
when calculating average ratings.

– Responses to each question for each service area were summed and then 
divided by the number of respondents to that question resulting in an average 
score that falls somewhere between 1 and 4.

– The vertical axis on all graphs is positioned at 2007’s average value.
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Appendix: Quantitative Data Analysis

Department Ratings

 The quantitative data presented on the following slides is organized 
in a format that provides all service area scores for each question 
together.

– The overall average score for the service area across all twelve questions is 
shown first followed by average scores for each of the twelve questions.

– The twelve questions are listed by their general topic and grouped by category: 
overall ratings, personnel ratings, or process ratings.  The exact wording of 
each question is contained on slide 7.  The averages for all questions are 
shown against a satisfaction scale.

 Averages were derived by giving each of the four possible responses 
a corresponding numeric value.

– The most negative response was given a value of  1, the most positive 
response a value of 4.

– Responses to each question for each department were summed and then 
divided by the number of respondents to that question resulting in an average 
score that falls somewhere between 1 and 4. 


